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Enclosed are the formal comments by EPA, concerning the draft
bility Study at the Nitro Dump Site. These compments constitute the
1 approval/disapproval as contemplated by Subsection C of "WORK TO

These comments have been discussed with your staff and are mostly of
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itorial/clarification nature. There ig no need to submit a revised

FYeasibility Study. EPA does feel, however, that Monsanto should
gly consider capping Site 11, given the low increwmentsl cost of this
1al measure.

Should you have any questions regarding these comments, please feel
to contact me.

Sincerely,

Walter F. Lee
Environmental Scientist
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Comments on "Feaglblility Study - Mitre Sunp Site” lRNﬂ
A R
First pararraph - please add the actual elevatioa af the site in msl.
Second parasraph -~ delete the phrage "geolapic and topographic”.
Third pararraph - approximately how much fi1ll was used on the four
acres coveved by 1-64.
Fentrth parapraph ~ how thick was the cap at the time of ¢losure,
, la2:

First pararraph - the statement, "The degrec of contamination would he
much higher it...,"” 18 not necessarily truo.

Lo o 1.2:

- Second paragraph - should read “of human exposure or to the environment”,

4, 2.2

- Yecnnd sentence ~ What dones this mean? [t seems internally inconsistent,

5, 3.1:

- Seceond sentepce -~ delete TiF pconcentrations were very high”.

5, 3.2

- Sentence 4 — How much topseil would he added during revegetation?

b, 4.2:

- Sentence 2 - These cost estimates are inconsistent with those gliven in
Section 2.3,

H, 5

See cormeont on Section 3.2.

FPA recommends that, given the minimal cost invelved, Monsanto cap Site [1.
Wo would be willing to review additional intormation provided hy Monsanto,
supporting a "no cap” alternative for Site 11},



